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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 12 and 14-19 are pending in this application. By this amendment, 
Applicants amend claim 12. 

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Higgins, III (U.S. 5,583,377) in view of Suzuki (U.S. 6,028,358). Claim 14 was rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Higgins, III in view of Suzuki, and 
further in view of Li (U.S. 5,982,621). Claims 15-19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Higgins, III in view of Suzuki, and further in view of 
Li. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections of claims 12 and 14-19. 
Claim 12 has been amended to recite: 

"A process for fabricating an integrated circuit package, comprising: 
providing a substrate having opposing first and second 

surfaces and conductive traces extending therebetween, the substrate 

having a cavity therein; 

fixing a heat slug in the form of a substantially flat plate 

to said first surface of said substrate, such that said heat slug spans 

said cavity; 

mounting a semiconductor die to said heat slug, at least a 
portion of said semiconductor die being disposed in said cavity; 

wire bonding said semiconductor die to ones of said 
conductive traces at said second surface of said substrate; 

encapsulating said wire bonds and said semiconductor die in 
an encapsulating material; and 

forming a ball grid array on said first surface of said 
substrate such that bumps of said ball grid array are in electrical 
connection with ones of said conductive traces; wherein 

the heat sink is fixed to the first surface of the substrate 
on which said ball grid array is formed." (emphasis added) 

In the Continuation of Section 11 of the Advisory Action, the Examiner provided 
his reasons for maintaining the prior art rejections. However, the Examiner has 

completely failed to respond to, or even address, Applicants' arguments regarding 

Higgins, III teaching away from a heat sink in the form of a substantially flat plate. 
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Regardless of whether or not Suzuki teaches a heat sink in the form of a 
substantially flat plate, the fact that Higgins, III teaches away from such a heat sink, 
would preclude one of ordinary skill in the art from combining the teachings of Suzuki 
with Higgins, III. Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed 
to establish a prima facie case of obviousness in the rejection of the claim 12, for the 
reasons described herein and in the Request for Reconsideration filed on June 16, 
2005. 

In addition, the Examiner has completely failed to respond to, or even address, 
Applicants' arguments that, contrary to the Examiner's allegations, element 13 of Suzuki 
is clearly not a heat 3ink, and cannot be fairly construed as a heat sink. In contrast, as 
argued in the Request for Reconsideration filed on June 16, 2005, element 13 of Suzuki 
is specifically disclosed as being a metallic base substrate, NOT a heat sink. Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully submit that neither Suzuki nor Higgins, III teaches or suggests a 
heat sink In the form of a substantially flat plate for the reasons described herein and in 
the Request for Reconsideration filed on June 16. 2005. 

Notwithstanding the arguments presented above and in the Request for 
Reconsideration filed on June 16, 2005, in order to advance prosecution, Applicants 
have amended claim 12 to recite the feature of "the heat sink is fixed to the first surface 
of the substrate on which said ball grid array is formed." 

Neither Higgins, III nor Suzuki teaches or suggests the feature of "the heat sink is 
fixed to the first surface of the substrate on which said ball grid array is formed" as 
recited in Applicants' claim 12. 

In contrast, Higgins, III clearly teaches that the heat sink is fixed to a surface that 
is different from the surface on which the ball grid array is formed. Particularly, the 
surface in Higgins, III to which the heat sink is fixed is either the surface opposite to the 
surface on which the ball grid array is formed or an intermediate surface such as that 
shown in Figs. 2 and 3 of Higgins, III. Higgins, III fails to teach or suggest that the heat 
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sink could or should be fixed to any other surface of the substrate, and certainly fails to 
teach or suggest that the heat sink could or should be fixed to the same surface on 
which the ball grid array is formed. Thus. Higgins, III clearly fails to teach or suggest the 
feature of "the heat sink is fixed to the first surface of the substrate on which said ball 
grid array is formed" as recited in Applicants' claim 12. 

Similarly, the metallic base substrate 13 of Suzuki, which the Examiner alleged 
corresponds to a heat sink, is clearly fixed to a surface opposite to the surface on which 
the ball grid array is formed. Suzuki fails to teach or suggest that the metallic base 
substrate 1 3 could or should be fixed to any other surface of the substrate, and certainly 
fails to teach or suggest that the metallic base substrate 13 could or should be fixed to 
the surface on which the ball grid array is formed. Thus, Suzuki clearly fails to teach or 
suggest the feature of "the heat sink is fixed to the first surface of the substrate on which 
said ball grid array is formed" as recited in Applicants' claim 12. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the rejection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Higgins, III 
in view of Suzuki. 

The Examiner relied upon Li to allegedly cure the clear deficiencies of Higgins, III 
and Suzuki. However, Li cleariy fails to teach or suggest the features of "fixing a heat 
slug in the form of a substantially flat plate to said first surface of said substrate, such 
that said heat slug spans said cavity" and "the heat sink is fixed to the first surface of the 
substrate on which said ball grid array is formed " as recited in Applicants' claim 12. 
Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that Li fails to cure the deficiencies of Higgins, 
III and Suzuki described above. 

Accordingly. Applicants respectfully submit that Higgins, III, Suzuki and Li, 
applied alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest the unique combination of 
method steps and features recited in Applicants' claim 12. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully submit 
that claim 12 is allowable. Claims 14-19 depend upon claim 12, and are therefore 
allowable for at least the reasons that claim 12 is allowable. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully submit 
that this application is in condition for allowance. Favorable consideration and prompt 
allowance are solicited. 

To the extent necessary, Applicants petition the Commissioner for a ONE-month 
extension of time, extending to August 1 9, 2005, the period for response to the Office 
Action dated April 1 9, 2005. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any shortage in fees due in 
connection with the filing of this paper, including extension of time fees, to Deposit 
Account No. 50-1353. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: August 16, 2005 




Attorneys for Applicants 



Joseph R. Keating 
Registration No. 37,368 

Christopher A. Bennett 
Registration No. 46,710 

KEATING & BENNETT LLP 

10400 Eaton Place, Suite 312 
Fairfax, VA 22030 
Telephone: (703) 385-5200 
Facsimile: (703) 385-5080 
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